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Introduction

	Per Eck and Edwards (2019) and Smith et al. (2025), the provision of well-qualified, effective agriculture teachers has long been a primary issue facing school-based agricultural education (SBAE). Effective agriculture teachers are invaluable to SBAE programs across the United States, as they provide leadership to their respective SBAE programs, engage within and around their communities, support students’ Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) programs, advise local FFA chapters, and provide their students with impactful, relevant learning opportunities in classroom and laboratory spaces (Eck et al., 2019). Further, effective teachers frequently demonstrate commitment to their profession and a desire to remain engaged in it over the long term (Eck et al., 2019). However, issues retaining quality agriculture teachers remain (Eck & Edwards, 2019; Solomonson et al., 2018).

Teacher attrition remains a defining issue of modern SBAE programming (Eck & Edwards, 2019; Lemons et al., 2015; Solomonson et al., 2018; Still & Solomonson, 2024). Numerous agriculture teachers leave the profession each year for a variety of reasons, such as retirement, SBAE program closure, or change of career path (Smith et al., 2025). Agriculture teacher attrition can frequently be influenced by several factors, such as working conditions in public schools, perceived self-efficacy in teaching agricultural subject matter, and compensation packages (Solomonson et al., 2018). Regarding compensation, agriculture teachers frequently enjoy various aspects that contribute to their complete compensation package. These aspects include base salary, fringe benefits (e.g., health insurance, retirement, and so forth), and extended contracts and stipends for professional duties, such as advising the local FFA chapter. Adequate compensation packages are designed to help improve agriculture teacher retention by stemming the flow of attrition out of the profession (Still & Solomonson, 2024).

 Regarding Alabama, many of the state’s agriculture teachers no longer enjoy extended contracts as part of their base compensation packages. Instead, many agriculture teachers are employed by public school districts that offer contract lengths of fewer than 12 months (i.e., nine months, 10.5 months, and so forth). Consequently, agriculture teachers may risk not receiving compensation for the activities they participate in during the summer months, such as attending the annual State FFA Convention, completing professional development activities, or engaging in FFA officer leadership development activities (A. Holmes, personal communication, May 27, 2025). 

To help combat this compensation-related issue and ensure that agriculture teachers were more appropriately compensated to perform their professional duties, the Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) began facilitating a competitive, application-based Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program over a decade ago. This points-based extended contract grant program, which is conducted annually, currently provide recipients with salary for the summer month activities, contributions to fringe benefits packages, and funds to support agriculture teacher professional development activities. Further, because the extended contract grant program is workday-based and is not work hours-based, applicants can opt to apply for only the maximum number of days they wish to work during the summer months. However, not all agriculture teachers who apply for the extended contract grant program receive funds from it (A. Holmes, personal communication, May 27, 2025). The extended contract grant program has become increasingly competitive in recent years, with many veteran agriculture teachers no longer reliably receiving the extended contract grant annually despite their substantial participation in required annual professional activities documented within the grant program application (T. Allred, personal communication, May 9, 2025). As such, it led us to inquire if there are differences in agriculture teachers’ perceptions regarding compensation and extended contract grants. More specifically, are there differences based on agriculture teachers’ recipience or non-recipience of the most recent iteration of the extended contract grant?

Conceptual Framework

	We used the agriculture teacher compensation model presented by Still and Solomonson (2024) to conceptually frame our study. Within the context of their framework, the compensation packages that agriculture teachers receive (i.e., Competitive Salary, Extended Contracts & Stipends, and Benefits) yield impacts on their attrition and retention rates. The lack of appropriate compensation can yield increases in agriculture teacher attrition, thus impacting the consistency and quality of SBAE programming throughout a state. Consequently, it is imperative that agriculture teachers’ perceptions of their compensation packages be evaluated (Still & Solomonson, 2024). In particular, exploring differences based on agriculture teachers earning the most recent iteration of the extended contract grant program facilitated annually by the ALSDE led us to believe that there may be measurable impacts and implications for agriculture teacher retention in the state.

Purpose and Objectives

As part of a larger study, the purpose of the current study was to explore Alabama agriculture teachers’ perceptions toward compensation and extended contract grants that the state offers annually. We used the following research objectives to help us address this purpose:

1) Describe selected compensation and teaching contract information of respondents; and

2) Determine if differences existed between those Alabama agriculture teachers who did receive the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program for the Summer 2025 months and those who did not receive it.

Methods

Our study served as a microreplication of research conducted by Still and Solomonson (2024), titled Perceptions of Agriculture Teachers and School Administrators Toward Compensation and Extended Contracts. As such, we used their valid and reliable instrument to collect our data. The data collection instrument contained: (a) 10 items related to agriculture teacher, school, and Agricultural Education program demographics, (b) 12 items related to agriculture teacher compensation, and (c) up to 12 items related to extended contracts. We were unable to obtain an agriculture teacher directory from the ALSDE, as such a directory is no longer publicly available (L. Bunt, personal communication, May 10, 2025). In mid-May 2025, however, we were able to obtain usable contact information for 291 Alabama agriculture teachers via the publicly-accessible Academic Experience Tracker (AET) website. There are approximately 310 agriculture teachers in the state (Foster et al., 2025). Hence, we were able to obtain usable contact information for over 90% of the state’s agriculture teachers.

To collect data, we followed the recommendations set forth by Dillman et al. (2014) and used a series of five e-mail contacts. These e-mail contacts were: (1) a pre-notice e-mail we sent on May 20, 2025, (2) a formal participation invitation e-mail we sent on May 22, 2025, (3) the first reminder e-mail we sent on May 27, 2025, (4) the second reminder e-mail we sent on June 2, 2025, and (5) the third and final reminder e-mail we sent on June 9, 2025. Of the five contact e-mails distributed throughout the data collection process, 33 e-mails bounced, yielding a failure rate of 11.34%. Consequently, our potential respondent pool was reduced to 258.

Ninety-five respondents provided usable data for our study, yielding a usable response rate of 36.82%. Our response rate was comparable to Still and Solomonson (2024), whose efforts yielded a 34.3% response rate from Illinois agriculture teachers. Due to our limited response rate, we attempted to address non-response error in accordance with the recommendations provided by Lindner et al. (2001). We used independent samples t-tests to compare early- and late respondents’ responses on the Likert-type items used in the data collection instrument. Our comparison was acceptable in accordance with the options suggested by Lindner et al. (2001). We defined an early respondent (n = 55) as an agriculture teacher who completed the data collection instrument before May 23, 2025. In contrast, we defined a late respondent (n = 40) as an agriculture teacher who completed the data collection instrument on or after May 23, 2025. Using this approach, we did not identify any statistically significant differences (p > .05) between early- and late respondents. Hence, our findings are generalizable to all 291 Alabama agriculture teachers for whom we obtained contact information. We used the IBM® SPSS® (Version 26.0) software to analyze all of our collected data.

	We reported selected demographics of our respondents in Table 1 (below). The majority of respondents were male (f = 67; 70.5%). A slim majority of respondents (f = 48; 50.5%) were within the age range of 21 to 40 years. A majority of respondents (f = 64; 67.4%) had 15 or fewer years of experience teaching agriculture in Alabama.

	Table 1

Selected Demographics of Respondents (n = 95)

	Item
	f
	%

	What is your gender?
   Male
   Female
   I prefer not to say
	
67
28
  0
	
70.5
29.5
0.0

	What is your current age?   
   21-25
   26-30
   31-35
   36-40
   41-45
   46-50
   51-55
   56+
	
  4
18
14
12
15
10
11
11
	
4.2
19.0
14.7
12.6
15.8
10.5
11.6
11.6

	How many years have you served as an agriculture teacher in Alabama?a     
   1-5
   6-10
   11-15
   16-20
   21-25
   26+
   Did not respond
	
25
21
18
  7
  7
14
  3
	
26.3
22.1
18.9
7.4
7.4
15.2
3.2

	Note. aNot all respondents addressed this item.



Results

The intent of research objective one was to describe selected compensation and teaching contract information of respondents (see Table 2 below). The majority of respondents (f = 69; 72.6%) were on a teaching contract that ranged from nine to 10 months in length. The majority of respondents (f = 53; 55.8%) did not supplement their income with a non-teaching job. The majority of respondents (f = 51; 53.7%) felt fairly compensated for their teaching responsibilities incurred during regular school hours. In contrast, however, the majority of respondents (f = 73; 76.8%) did not feel fairly compensated for FFA and SAE responsibilities. Moreover, the majority of respondents (f = 58; 61.1%) had recently considered leaving the profession. A majority of respondents (f = 55; 57.9%) also reported that they did not receive the extended contract provided by the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program for the summer months of 2025.

	Table 2

Selected Compensation and Teaching Contract Information of Respondents (n = 95)

	Item
	f
	%

	What is the approximate length of your current teaching contract? (Please include extended contracts, including the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant, if you receive the grant). 
   Less than 9 months
   9 months (or 180 days)
   9.5 months (or 190 days)
   10 months (or 200 days)
   10.5 months (or 210 days)
   11 months (or 220 days)
   11.5 months (or 230 days) 
   12 months (or 240 days)
	


  0
30
10
29
  1
  5
  1
19
	


0.0
31.6
10.5
30.5
1.1
5.3
1.1
20.0

	Do you currently supplement your income with a non-teaching job?
   Yes
   No
	
42
53
	
44.2
55.8

	Do you feel you are fairly compensated for your teaching responsibilities (during school hours)?  
   Yes
   No
	

51
44
	

53.7
46.3

	Do you feel you are fairly compensated for time you spend on FFA / SAE responsibilities?
   Yes
   No
	

22
73
	

23.2
76.8

	In the last three years, have you considered leaving the teaching profession?
   Yes
   No
	

58
37
	

61.1
38.9

	During the 2024-2025 academic year, did you receive an extended contract provided by the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program for the summer 2025 months? 
   Yes
   No 
	


40
55
	


42.1
57.9



The intent of research objective two was to determine if differences existed between those Alabama agriculture teachers who did receive the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program for the Summer 2025 months and those who did not receive it. We consequently examined the responses between those agriculture teachers who reported receiving the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program for the Summer 2025 months and those who did not. We found that 47.5% (f = 19) of agriculture teachers who received the grant and 58.2 % (f = 32) of agriculture teachers who did not receive the grant felt they were fairly compensated for their teaching responsibilities during typical contract hours. We conducted a Chi-square test and found no significant difference between groups as they relate to their teaching compensation during contract hours, X2(1) = 1.06, p = .30. However, when examining their perceptions of fair compensation for FFA and SAE responsibilities outside of contract time, the Chi-square test revealed a significant difference as 5.0% (f = 2) of agriculture teachers who received the grant and 36.4% (f = 20) of agriculture teachers who did not receive the grant felt fairly compensated for their FFA and SAE responsibilities, X2(1) = 12.80, p = .00.

	We further examined responses between the agriculture teachers who indicated they have considered leaving the profession within the last three years and those who have not. We found that 41.4% (f = 24) of agriculture teachers who considered leaving and 73.3% (f = 27) of agriculture teachers not considering leaving felt they are fairly compensated for their teaching responsibilities, while only 12.1% (f = 7) of agriculture teachers considered leaving and 40.5% (f = 15) of agriculture teachers not considering leaving felt they are fairly compensated for their FFA / SAE responsibilities. Both revealed a significant difference between groups with X2(1) = 9.07, p = .00 and X2(1) = 10.29, p = .00, respectively. Interestingly, though, we found no significant difference between the agriculture teachers who considered leaving the profession (f = 29; 50%) and those who received the extended contract grant (f = 11; 27.5%), X2(1) = 3.81, p = .051.

Conclusions, Discussion, Recommendations, and Limitations

	The purpose of the current study was to explore Alabama agriculture teachers’ perceptions toward compensation and extended contract grants that the state offers annually. Regarding objective one, we noted that slightly over half of respondents (f = 51; 53.7%) reported that they felt fairly compensated for their teaching responsibilities, while over three-quarters of respondents (f = 73; 76.8%) reported that they did not feel fairly compensated for their FFA and SAE responsibilities. Moreover, most respondents (f = 58; 61.1%) have recently considered leaving the profession altogether. Our findings highlight that Alabama agriculture teachers take issue with their current compensation packages. As depicted by Still and Solomonson’s (2024) model, providing appropriate compensation is an important aspect of retaining agriculture teachers. From the perspective of agriculture teacher attrition, our findings reinforce that this issue was prevalent within our pool of respondents. Other scholars (i.e., Eck & Edwards, 2019; Solomonson et al., 2018) noted that agriculture teacher attrition has long been an issue facing SBAE programming across the country. Within Alabama, the situation is likely no different.

Regarding objective two, we found that there was a significant difference (p = .00) between the two groups (i.e., the agriculture teachers who received the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant versus those who did not) regarding the FFA and SAE responsibilities they performed outside of their typical contract time. In contrast to the findings presented by Still and Solomonson (2024), we found that the agriculture teachers who did not receive the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant reported that they felt fairly compensated for their FFA and SAE responsibilities, versus those who did receive the grant. Further, we noted that agriculture teachers felt they were fairly compensated for their teaching responsibilities during typical contract time and for their FFA and SAE responsibilities regardless of their receipt of the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant. It appeared that Alabama agriculture teachers who responded to our data collection instrument were more likely to remain in the profession if they felt their compensation was adequate. However, there were no significant differences between the agriculture teachers who considered leaving the profession and those who received the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant.

We were left with several questions regarding our findings. Why are Alabama agriculture teachers not requesting the maximum number of days that they are eligible for within the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant application process? Because many of the respondents reported not feeling properly compensated, it appears that they may be able to partially close the compensation gap in this manner. Why did agriculture teachers who did not receive the extended contract grant feel more adequately compensated for their FFA and SAE responsibilities than those agriculture teachers who did receive the extended contract grant? These questions warrant further exploration. Put aptly, is the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program sustainable in its current form? We first recommend that the Agriscience Education Extended School Year Grant program be evaluated to identify ways to increase the funding pool available to applicants. Doing so may enhance the application success rate. We also recommend that our study be replicated in the coming years to help study agriculture teacher attrition patterns. We wish to note that our findings are only generalizable to the 291 Alabama agriculture teachers for whom we were able to gather contact information. Hence, our findings are not generalizable to the broader population of agriculture teachers across either Alabama or the United States. 
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